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Sir: 



SUPPLEMENT TO RENEWED PETITION UNDER 37 CFR 1.181 



This is a supplement to a Renewed Petition Under 37 CFR 1.181 filed July 28, 

2006. 

In a Notice of Missing Requirements dated 15 February 2006 we were advised that 
the Patent Office file was missing two inventors' signatures to the required Declaration for 
this Application. In our response to that Notice of Missing Requirements dated March 3 3 
2006, evidence was provided showing that the required Declarations signed by all 
inventors (each being a separate page) were submitted July 1 9, 2005 along with the rest of 
the required items. It was thereby shown by Affidavit and documentary evidence that all 
the necessary items had been properly and timely submitted, including the two missing 
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Appln.No. 10/542,681 

Response to Petition Decision dated July 27, 2006 
Reply to Decision of Petition of June 14, 2006 

declaration pages. Unforturnately, however, at that time we had not been able to locate the 
date-stamped receipt confirmation postcard back from U.S. Receiving Office showing 
their receipt of the all Declaration pages. It was presumed that it had also been misplaced 
at the U.S. Receiving Office. Our response acknowledged this and requested, however, 
that all of the other evidence we presented be considered to establish that we had met all 
the 35 USC 371 requirements for the filing of our application as of 19 July 2006. There is 
obviously an inherent difficulty to supply a copy of a stamped receipt acknowledgment 
postcard if it too is misplaced at the USPTO. 

We received on June 14, 2006 a DECISION ON PETITION UNDER 37 CFR 
1.181 dismissing our request/petition. This DECISION indicated only that the postcard 
copy we had submitted (as part of our evidence of the documents that were mailed to the 
USPTO on July 19 , 2005) was not accepted as prima facie evidence that the USPTO had 
received all the documents we had sent since it was not date stamped. In the DECISION 
there was no response to our request to consider that all the other evidence we had 
provided was sufficient and we submitted a timely Renewed Petition Under 37 CFR LI 81 
on July 28, 2006. 

On or about August 28, 2006 we found the missing, date-stamped receipt 
confirmation postcard that had been filed in the wrong case folder. We now include a 
copy of the recently discovered stamped postcard from the USPTO indicating receipt of all 
the listed items (i.e. Declaration signatures of all four inventors) for this Application by the 
USPTO/USRO on July 19, 2005. 

Request for Refund of $130 Surchage 

It is therefore clear that no requirements were missing in connection with the above 
application as submitted, as was already proven in our timely response to the Notice of 
Missing Parts. Applicants therefore request a credit for the $130 Surcharge previously 
charged to our Deposit Account No. 04-1512 for this application. One copy of this sheet is 
enclosed. 
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Request for Correction of 35 USC 37K c) (1), ( c) (2) and ( c) (4) Filing Date 

Having now established even more conclusively that all of the requirements under 
35 U.S.C. 371 for the filing of this application in the United States designated/elected 
office (DO/EO/US) were met in a timely fashion, we also request that our filing date for 
purposes of 35 USC 371( c) (1), ( c)(2) and ( c)(4>be corrected to July 19, 2005. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Jonathan W. Morse 
^Jtgistration No. 30,200 
Phone: (989)636-8298 



P. O. Box 1967 
Midland, MI 48641-1967 
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